Message

From: Block, Molly [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=60D0C681A16441A0B4FA16AA2DD4BIC5-BLOCK, MOLL]
Sent: 6/7/2018 9:24:01 PM

To: Ted Steichen [SteichenT@api.org]; Press [/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b293283291dc44e0b5d1c36be9281d8a-Press]
CC: Howard Feldman [Feldman@api.org]; Reid Porter [porterr@api.org]; Staff_OSA [/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange

Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=be69b6688a614ca39759d52ca5716ef3-0SAl; Group
NCEE [/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=1fe01c6b55654bebala5cacbf4ef3e2b-Group NCEE]

Subject: RE: EPA Administrator Pruitt Proposes Cost-Benefit Analysis Reform

Correct. It has been updated online. There is only a 30 day comment period.

From: Ted Steichen [mailto:SteichenT@api.org]

Sent: Thursday, June 7, 2018 5:17 PM

To: Press <Press@epa.gov>

Cc: Howard Feldman <Feldman@api.org>; Reid Porter <porterr@api.org>; Staff OSA <Staff OSA@epa.gov>; Group
NCEE <NCEE@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: EPA Administrator Pruitt Proposes Cost-Benefit Analysis Reform

FYL:
It appears there is a discrepancy in the anticipated comment period length for the reform announced today.
I noticed in the pre-publication Federal Register Notice, as well as the press release posted at the EPA web address listed

in the email, a comment period o days is provided. The email announcement (text below) references a comment
period of | ays.

EPA Administrator Pruitt Proposes Cost-Benefit Analysis
Reform

WASHINGTON (June 7, 2018) - Today, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
issued an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM) to announce that the Agency
is soliciting public input on whether and how to change the way it considers costs and
benefits in making regulatory decisions.

"Many have complained that the previous administration inflated the benefits and
underestimated the costs of its regulations through questionable cost-benefit
analysis,” said EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt. "This action is the next step toward
providing clarity and real-world accuracy with respect to the impact of the Agency's
decisions on the economy and the regulated community."”

Multiple EPA-related statutes refer to the calculation of costs and benefits, but
implementation has been inconsistent. As a result, EPA has created a risk of uncertainty
and confusion for states, local communities, and industry. EPA is now considering ways
to codify common-sense, best practices for cost-benefit analysis in rulemaking.
Through the ANPRM, EPA will seek comments and input for the Agency to consider in
developing any subsequent proposed rule. EPA will take comments on the ANPRM for
days after publication in the Federal Register.

Background:
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Under the leadership of President Trump, EPA has taken steps to improve EPA’s cost-
benefit calculations. Consistent with the President’s Executive Order 13783, EPA
updated the social cost of carbon to reflect prior and best practices. While the Obama
EPA estimated the social cost of carbon to be an average of $36 per ton of carbon
dioxide emitted, this EPA calculated an average of $5 per ton.

EPA has also proposed a different approach to analyzing on co-benefits - benefits from
reduced emissions of a pollutant that is not the actual target pollutant of a regulation.
Particulate matter was the co-benefit most cited by the Obama EPA. In fact, particulate
matter co-benefits accounted for more than 80% of the purported benefits of all of
Obama’s air rules. The Clean Power Plan (CPP), a rule aimed at carbon dioxide
reductions, derived most of its benefits from a reduction in particulate matter. When
EPA issued its proposed repeal of CPP, it provided a transparent account of the impact
of the rule on the “targeted pollutant” - carbon dioxide.

Earlier this morning, the published an editorial on Administrator’s
Pruitt’s efforts to "stop the EPA’'s numerical shenanigans” and reform cost-benefit
analysis at the Agency.

For additional information: |

Administrator Pruitt signs the cost-benefit ANPRM.

Y

W

Ref: https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-administrator-pruitt-
proposes-cost-benefit-analysis-reform
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WASHINGTON - Today, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
1ssued an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM) to announce that
the Agency 1s soliciting public input on whether and how to change the way 1t
considers costs and benefits in making regulatory decisions.

"Many have complained that the previous administration inflated the
benefits and underestimated the costs of its regulations through
questionable cost-benefit analysis,” said EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt.
""This action is the next step toward providing clarity and real-world
accuracy with respect to the impact of the Agency's decisions on the
economy and the regulated community."

Multiple EPA-related statutes refer to the calculation of costs and benefits, but
implementation has been inconsistent. As a result, EPA has created a risk of
uncertainty and confusion for states, local communities, and industry. EPA 1s
now considering ways to codify common-sense, best practices for cost-benefit
analysis i rulemaking.

Through the ANPRM, EPA will seek comments and input for the Agency to
consider in developing any subsequent proposed rule. EPA will take comments
on the ANPRM for 30 days after publication in the Federal Register.
Background:

Under the leadership of President Trump, EPA has taken steps to improve
EPA’s cost-benefit calculations. Consistent with the President’s Executive
Order 13783, EPA updated the social cost of carbon to reflect prior and

best practices. While the Obama EPA estimated the social cost of carbon to be
an average of $36 per ton of carbon dioxide emitted, this EPA calculated an
average of §5 per ton.

EPA has also proposed a different approach to analyzing co-benefits — benefits
from reduced emissions of a pollutant that 1s not the actual target pollutant of a
regulation. Particulate matter was the co-benefit most cited by the Obama EPA.
In fact, particulate matter co-benefits accounted for more than 80% of the
purported benefits of all of Obama’s air rules. The Clean Power Plan (CPP), a
rule aimed at carbon dioxide reductions, derived most of its benefits from a
reduction in particulate matter. When EPA issued its proposed repeal of CPP, 1t
provided a transparent account of the impact of the rule on the “targeted
pollutant” — carbon dioxade.

Earlier this morning, the Wall Street Jowrnal published an editorial on
Administrator Pruitt's efforts to "stop the EPA's numerical shenanigans” and
reform cost-benefit analysis at the Agency
For additional mformation: hitps://www.epa. gov/environmental-
economics/increasing-consistency-and-fransparency-considering-costs-and-
benetits

Federal Register Notice (pre-publication)
Ref: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-
06/documents/cost and benefit consideration anprm pre-pub.pdf
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AYS

DATES: Comments must be received on or before [INSERT DATE
FROM DATE OR PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER]
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